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INTRODUCTION
Foodservice operation managers, supervisors, and customers alike recognize the importance of serving and consuming safe food. Managers view a foodborne illness outbreak as a financial liability, whereas customers recognize the personal impact on their lives and livelihood. Food safety research has pointed to the significance of having an educated and trained workforce; but training and knowledge alone do not assure safe food handling by employees (Green & Selman, 2005; Henroid & Sneed, 2004; Sneed & Henroid, 2007; Sneed, Strohbehn, & Gilmore, 2007) . Likewise, several barriers to following safe food handling behaviors have been identified, including employee motivation (Giampaoli, Sneed, Cluskey, & Koenig, 2002; Pragle, Harding, & Mack, 2007; York, et al., 2009; Youn & Sneed, 2002) .
More recent food safety research has identified the critical role of supervisors in ensuring employees are practicing safe food handling behaviors in an effort to minimize the potential for foodborne illness (Arendt & Sneed, 2008) . With notable workforce challenges, including multigenerational employees, diverse ethnic groups, high turnover, low employee literacy, and limited skill of employees, foodservice managers are confronted with seemingly insurmountable obstacles when ensuring employees are providing safe food to customers.
Despite the important connection between the supervisor and expectations of employee behavior, the existing literature has yet to address what supervisors can do to help motivate employees to practice safe food handling behaviors. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to obtain foodservice employees' perspectives and experiences on what impact their supervisors have had and what their supervisors could do to be more effective in motivating them to follow safe food handling behaviors. The specific research objectives were as follows: 1) analyze multigenerational employee perceptions about food safety practices, 2) determine interrelatedness of themes that emerge from this analysis process, and 3) develop recommendations for supervisors in foodservice operations working with multigenerational employees.
REVIEW OF LITERATURE Foodservice Sanitation and Safety
Given the trend of "away from home" eating, the role of the foodservice employee in the prevention of foodborne illness is paramount. The Food and Drug Administration (2009) evaluated risk factors for foodborne illness through observations in various foodservice settings including hospitals, nursing homes, elementary schools, quick serve and full service restaurants. Results from the study were consistent with past study findings (FDA, 2000 (FDA, , 2004 in that there was a high rate of noncompliance in the following areas: Improper holding/time and temperature; poor personal hygiene; and contaminated equipment/prevention of contamination. Hand washing was one of the practices with the highest out-of-compliance rate with 76% of the full-service restaurants' employees in the study out of compliance. Similar observations for lack of compliance with Food Code hand washing recommendations of "when" and "how" were reported by Strohbehn et al. (2008; . For improper holding/time temperature and personal hygiene, findings from the FDA studies indicated that institutions (hospitals and nursing homes) had higher compliance rates than restaurants (quick-service and full-service).
Similarity of findings over time reflects the challenges in improving safe food handling practices among various sectors of retail foodservices. Lack of adherence to policies and procedures as it relates to these practices along with monitoring of employees' health status has received attention in the literature (Hedberg et. al, 2006; Hedican et. al, 2009 ), yet the challenge still remains on how best to motivate employees to comply with proper food safety practices.
Roles of Supervisors and Managers
Supervisors and managers are involved in recruiting, communicating with, motivating and monitoring performance of employees (Noe, Hollenbeck, Gerhart, & Wright, 2007) . As the workforce has become more diverse in terms of age and race, along with variability in language skills and literacy levels, managers and supervisors have encountered more complex challenges, thus their roles have become even more important (Byars & Rue, 2006) . Developing trust among employees, managing conflict, exhibiting leadership, and organizing are essential management skills. Gill (2008) reported that employees' trust in managers and supervisors in the hospitality industry has a positive influence on their job satisfaction and dedication.
Conflict management skills are considered crucial because high levels of tension in the workplace over a long period are harmful and impede the achievement of business goals (Nicolaides, 2007) . According to ten quick-service restaurant executives, their industry requires multi-unit managers to have leadership and organization/time management skills; attainment of these skills is often challenging for managers transitioning from management of a single unit to multiple units (Umbreit, 2001) . The importance of understanding generational differences as well as the impact of them on the workplace has been investigated (Chen & Choi, 2008; Deal, Altman, & Rogelberg, 2010; Glass, 2007; Hershatter & Epstein, 2010) .
Generational Issues
Assessing and meeting employee needs will become an increasingly important management responsibility as Baby Boomers (birth years 1940-1964) Twenge (2010) conducted a review of empirical research about generational differences in work values using a time-lag approach and cross-sectional design. She found Generation X and Generation Y or Me (term for post Generation X) valued extrinsic factors, such as high salary, more than Boomers but no differences in intrinsic values were seen. In addition, another notable finding was the increased sense of ego (narcissism) and entitlement among the Me Generation. Employers have recognized workers in Generations X and Y do not share the same work expectations and values as Baby Boomers, which impacts recruiting, training, and retention efforts (Roberts, 2005) .
Research by both Loomis (2000) and Tulgan (1996) found Baby Boomers were a group that "lived to work" and preferred a work environment conducive to obtaining results, while those in Generation X "worked to live" and preferred a work environment conducive to personal relationship development. Generation Y did not plan to stay more than three years in a particular work setting.
Generational Issues and Food Safety
Generational issues and foodservice employee food safety issues have been studied to a limited extent. One study by Ellis et al. (2010) found that while all generational groups in a national sample of 311 hourly foodservice employees were intrinsically motivated to follow safe food handling practices, differences between generational groups were reported for extrinsic motivations. For example, the youngest group of employees (ages 18-20 years old) had higher mean scores (agreement scale used with 1-5 point scale) for reward and punishment as compared to one of the older employee groups (ages 50-59 years old); meaning this younger group of employees reported they were more motivated to follow safe food handling practices in the workplace if rewards and punishment were used. Other research has been done in the consumer population, not with foodservice employees. Researchers have assessed selfreported knowledge and attitudes of young adults and found that young adults do not have the knowledge nor practice safe food handling (Byrd-Bredbenner, Mauer, Wheatley, Schaffner, Bruhn, & Blalock, 2007) . Data were compared between genders but not among different age groups in the Byrd-Bredbenner et. al (2007) study. In another consumer study, food safety perceptions and practices of older adults, defined as 60 years old or older, were compared to those of younger adults, defined as less than 60 years old (Anderson, Verrill, & Sahyoun, 2011) . Overall, findings revealed that a greater percentage of older adults in the study reported practicing food safety procedures than younger adults.
Generational Issues and Training
Specific to food safety training for different generational groups of foodservice employee, limited known research is published in this area. The majority of the food safety training related research attempts to assess impact of training on knowledge, attitudes, perceptions and behaviors (Dworkin, Panchal, & Liu, 2012; Egan, Raats, Grubb, Eves, Lumbers, Dean, & Adams, 2007; Roberts, Barrett, Howells, Shanklin, Pilling, & Brannon, 2008) . One related study assesses method of delivery for food safety training. Interestingly, participants in the study were given the opportunity to self-select either face-to-face food safety training or computer training. Albeit the group over age 50 was small (n=11), all selected face-to-face training rather than computer training. Cekada (2012) noted that each generation of employee has different preferred learning styles, approaches and methods. It is important to recognize these differences and use a "training by generation" approach adapting training for each generation, thereby resulting in enhanced training outcomes (Cekada, 2012) . Employees in other sectors of the foodservice industry also have unique demographic characteristics. Wilson (2007) found that the majority (74.2%) of hourly employees working in school meal programs in the Midwest were women between the ages of 41 and 60 years. College and university foodservices employ a wide age range of workers, as college age students (Generation Y or Me) work alongside Generation X and Baby Boomers (NACUFS, 2008) . Thus, organizations must offer training in a way that will be received by learners of different ages with different values, work habits, and learning styles.
Demographics of Foodservice Employees

RESEARCH METHODS
Research Participants
The research participants for this study were foodservice employees without supervisory responsibilities. A mixed methods approach was used in this research. Focus groups (a more qualitative approach) were coupled with closed-ended questionnaires (a more quantitative approach) for data collection. Four focus groups were planned with four different age groups of foodservice employees: 18-25, 26-40, 41-60 , and over 60 years of age. The purpose for dividing the focus groups by age category was to avoid generational conflicts. Kitzinger (1995) noted, in a study exploring employees' experiences with supervisors, the importance of interaction among focus group participants and explained the usefulness of this method in exploring participants' experiences.
Focus Group Procedures
The focus group participants and locations were geographically dispersed in one Midwest state. Purposeful sampling was used with selection criteria as follows: 1) one employee maximum per foodservice operation, 2) employee without supervisory or management responsibilities and 3) employee within the designated age range. Focus group meeting places were tailored to the age group. For instance, the over-60-year-old focus group was conducted in a public library conference room on city bus route whereas the youngest age group took place on a college campus in a lounge area. The goal was to have between six and 12 participants for each focus group, as recommended by Morgan (1998).
Approval was obtained from the sponsoring Universities' Institutional Review
Boards prior to data collection. An established recruitment procedure was followed.
Once four towns/cities were located throughout the state, foodservice operations (commercial and noncommercial) within a 20-mile radius were identified using Mapquest; a 20-mile radius was used to include smaller communities and thus, capture more operations. The number of contacts made for each focus group varied depending on size of town and number of foodservice operations in the defined area.
Focus Group Recruitment
The recruitment process followed four steps. First, the manager or owner of the operation was contacted by phone and the purpose of the study was explained, with a commitment to post recruitment flyers. Second, recruitment flyers were either mailed or hand delivered to the operations that had committed in the first step. Then, employees interested in participating in the focus groups contacted the project call center to sign up for the focus groups. Fourth, e-mail and phone call correspondence reminders were sent directly to employees. It should be noted that there were violations by two participants in Focus Group 1 where it was discovered that they worked at the same operation; therefore, data from this focus group was not usable. A second focus group (Focus Group 1b) was completed with this age group and recruitment was done in hospitality management classes where many students were also foodservice employees. A monetary gift of appreciation and educational tools were given to focus group participants.
Research Instruments
A paper questionnaire and focus group guide were used. Prior to beginning the focus group discussion, all focus group participants were asked to complete a questionnaire to determine their individual preferences for training and demographic information (for example: highest education level obtained and number of years of work experience). An experienced moderator facilitated the focus groups and an experienced assistant moderator observed the sessions and took notes using a form adapted from Krueger and Casey (2000) . To maintain anonymity, participants used pseudonyms. Focus group questions were developed from a review of literature and previous research done by this food safety research group. Participants discussed five questions during the focus groups:
 Tell me what roles you play related to food safety.
 Could you talk a little about how you feel you do in these roles?
 Tell me what roles your supervisor (manager) plays related to food safety.
 How does your supervisor (or manager) impact what you do in relation to food safety?
 What might help your supervisor (or manager) be more effective?
Data Analysis
Following each focus group, the moderator and assistant moderator had a debriefing session to compare notes and perceptions. All focus groups were audio taped and transcribed. Five researchers independently reviewed all transcripts and determined themes that occurred within responses to the questions. Following individual review, researchers discussed and came to consensus on the final theme categories.
In addition to manual coding of themes, qualitative data analysis software was used. ATLAS.ti 6 was used to locate, theme, and annotate findings in the transcripts; to evaluate importance of themes; and provide visualization of relationships among them. A word frequency report was created for content analysis of the words used more often by the participants. Lewins and Silver (2007) noted that all Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis (CAQDA) packages, of which ATLAS.ti 6 is one, offer coding and data retrieval functions. However, CAQDA does not remove the researchers from the data analysis process, but rather enhances data analysis and assists with visual display of the analysis (Arendt, Paez, & Strohbehn, 2013) . Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 17.0 was used for quantitative data analysis, specifically calculations of demographic frequencies and training preferences. Age group category data were analyzed and reported on basis of age group reported on questionnaire. Focus group data were analyzed based on focus group age categories established as were reclassified for purposes of data analysis and reporting of results: 18-25, 26-40, 41-60, and over 60 years of age.
FINDINGS
Data from four focus groups were analyzed (Focus Group 1a findings not used due to violation of selection criteria by two participants). Show rate of participants was high for all the focus groups with a total of 37 participants. Because focus group 1a data were not analyzed, input from a total of 32 individuals, among four focus groups, was analyzed. As observed in Table 1 , Focus Group 3 and 4 had more individuals than those who committed. 
Demographics
The demographic information reported by the focus group participants in the short questionnaire completed prior to discussion is presented in Table 2 . More than two-thirds of the 32 participants were female (n=23, 72%). The age groups with the highest participation rate were the 18-29 years old (n=9, 28%), 30-49 years old (n=10, 31%), and 50-59 years old (n=8, 25%). Most participants reported having at least some college education (n = 24) and most of them worked for restaurants or school foodservice operations. Slightly less than half of the participants (n=14, 44%) reported having completed a "Food Handlers Course" and 20% (n=6) reported having a "Current Food Safety Certificate". 
Training Preferences
Preferences regarding frequency and type of training are presented in Table 3 .
Thirty-eight percent of the participants (n=12) preferred to be trained less than five times a year, followed by 5-11 times a year (n=9, 28%). Equal number of participants liked being trained either by self-direction or by guidance (n=16, 50%). Most of the participants preferred to be trained on-site at their foodservice (n=28, 88%). More than half of the participants (n=18, 56%) preferred to be trained by a manager or supervisor rather than by a coworker or outsider.
The training methods participants reported on the questionnaire as most preferred were: workplace in-service (n=25, 78%), computer as a learning tool (n=19, 59%), workshops (n=18, 56%), and informal employee meetings (n=14, 44%). The least preferred training methods were: formal employee meeting (n=7, 22%), trade show (n=5, 16%), and webinars (n=4, 12%). More than one third of the 19 participants who preferred computer as a learning tool belonged to the 30-49 years age group (n=10). Two-thirds of the 18 participants who reported workshops as the preferred training method were in the age categories 18-29 and 50-59 years old (n=12). Of those participants who reported informal employee meetings as a preferred training method (n= 14), half (n=7) belonged to the 30-49 years old age group. 
Themes Identified
ATLAS.ti 6 allowed a deeper analysis of the quotations associated with the themes and exploration of the relationships between themes. Four theme families (consistent managers, managers' behaviors, employees' behaviors, and training) and thirteen themes were identified based on the researchers' analysis ( Figure 1 ).
FIGURE 1: Emergent Themes from Employee Focus Group Data
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Employees' Roles Employees' Accountability Coworkers Eleven of the 13 themes were identified in all of the focus groups, thus there were similarities among generational groups. The 11 common themes are: managers' accountability, information, managers' presence, role model, managers' actions, employees' role, accountability of employees, length of training, attitude toward training, providing training, and assigning training. Two other themes also emerged from focus group 3 (41-60 years of age); these were coworkers and age differences.
Themes were then grouped in the four theme families, based on the quotations associated to each one. The theme families are: consistent managers, managers' behaviors, employees' behaviors, and training. Family themes and themes with supporting participants' quotations are described below.
CONSISTENT MANAGERS: Participants noted that it was important to have managers that held employees accountable, were able to provide food safety information, and were available. Therefore, this family theme was divided into the following themes:
Managers' Accountability: This theme represents respondents' perspectives on their managers' responsibility for safe food handling behavior. Of particular interest is that all family themes evolved from all focus groups with the exception of the 18-25 year old group. While identifying family themed areas for this focus group, there were no themes related to employees' behaviors family theme. Thus, aspects of employees' roles in food safety, their coworkers' influence, and accountability of employees were not brought up or discussed within this focus group. Other focus group data comparisons revealed that the 41-60 years old group was the only one where themes of age differences (in major family theme entitled Managers' Behaviors) and coworkers (in family theme of Employees' Behaviors) emerged.
It should be noted that there may be differences in how employees perceive food safety issues due to factors other than age. For example, segment of the foodservice industry (e.g. restaurant or school foodservice) or motivations for working (e.g high schooler seeking spending money or a long-term employee working to pay the bills) may be other variables to consider. However, the purpose of this study was to assess different age groups of employees' views. The study was not intended to assess impact of segment of foodservice or employee work status.
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
The implications for this research potentially extend beyond the area of food safety, with particular relevance to human resources management. Consistency among managers, accounting for generational differences, and the establishment of acceptable norms are themes that resonated throughout the data and are the basis of implications for industry.
Implication 1: Need for Management Consistency
Managers must be consistent in three different facets of their jobs: coworkers, information, and managers' accountability. Having the proper policies and procedures in place related to food safety is important. However, it is even more important that managers consistently follow-up on these policies to assure that employees are compliant.
As noted in the focus groups, it is important that food safety and the policies surrounding food safety become part of the culture of the organization, not just something that needs to be completed when the manager might expect a health inspection or a particular manager is on duty. Monitoring that all employees follow the company's policies and procedures is vital to ensuring safe food. If the managers do not consistently assure that the policies and procedures of the operation are being followed, employees will likely revert to the old way, and often-incorrect way, of doing things. Consistency not only implies that one manager must be consistent with how he or she handles employees, but all managers within the operation must be on the same page to offer internal managerial consistency related to how the management team enforces food safety policies. For example, one manager may stress employees restrain hair completely with hair nets while another may be more lax in complying with the organization's policy. This lack of consistency can create tension within the work force and between management team members.
Employees also noted that managers need to be knowledgeable about food safety and should display that knowledge on the job. Findings from this study indicated that employees felt frustrated when managers did not follow food safety behaviors they Industry trainers need to realize that if they want to reach Generation Y learners, then they will need to meet their demands to be entertained and to do work in short blocks of time. Infusing engagement activities within the training process can address these demands. Those providing food safety training in the work setting must consider these adaptations. For example, a short "turn down" related to food safety can be included in a pre-service meeting with staff, such as "don't forget to … ". Generation Y and New Millennial learners also place emphasis on personal experience rather than performance, claiming that they should be rewarded on the basis of their own capabilities and inputs rather than against a prescribed system of objectives (Hill, 2002; Twenge, 2010) . Those providing training should attempt to tie information to work experiences of those in the session, such as "remember when we had to get a new cutting board to prepare the food for the guest with the food allergy?" Oblinger commented "Results and actions are considered more important than the accumulation of facts" (2003, p. 40) .
Thus, trainers and managers must communicate to workers in a personal way the role each plays within the organization, and why they are expected to follow established standard operating procedures and meet prescribed expectations.
The themed areas identified in this study and the differences in some of the responses indicate that managers must recognize that each generation may be motivated differently. Best practices for managers to ensure employees follow safe food handling behaviors would be to include the following: develop customized training for different age employees, motivate employees using different strategies, and build on the positives that each generation of employees brings to the workplace. For example, a mentoring process may be established whereby the older employees teach and role model organizational practices for the younger employees, or a process where a younger employee trains older workers on new food safety technology in the work place. By utilizing the strengths of each generation and addressing the fact that generational differences exist, the management is able to move the company and programs related to food safety to a higher level.
Implication 3: Establishing Accountability
The establishment has to set acceptable norms of employee behaviors (recognizing external regulations as well as internal organizational goals) and communicate these to employees in a way that they are heard and followed. Managers holding employees accountable for following the prescribed standards the operation has established relates to Implications 1 and 2 (management consistency and addressing multigenerational differences). Coworkers must work as a team to provide safe food and be held accountable (individually or as a team) if they fail to meet the communicated expectations within the operation. Managers must stress that the livelihood of each employee is dependent upon the success of the foodservice.
While training and communications strategies must be targeted to the preferences of each generation, younger employees have forced organizations to re-engineer their training programs to be able to "explain why people need to learn X or Y" (Beaver et al, 2005, p. 601; Bova & Kroth, 2001) . Trainers must communicate why employees should care about information, as it impacts them personally and the organization. One of the recommendations from Strohbehn et al (2008) is to design training "that includes reasons why proper hand washing and other safe food handling behaviors are important" (p.
1649). Younger employees (Generation X and Y or Me) want to know specifically why such behavior is required. For example, "Why must the work surface be washed thoroughly and sanitized after handing raw meat?". These generations are unlikely to wash and sanitize the surface simply because they have been told it is required. Rather, in order to elicit true behavior change, it is important to inform them of the rationale about why such behavior is recommended (reduction in microbial logs) and impacts of failure to do (punishment or someone, even themselves or a coworker, becoming ill).
Findings from this study show that differences exist in views held by different generations of foodservice workers about food safety training and what motivates them to practice safe food handling behaviors. As educators prepare future managers to effectively oversee foodservice operations, it is important these students recognize they not only need to have food safety knowledge, but they must work with multigenerational staff and motivate them to ensure it is practiced regularly. Likewise, current managers should recognize that employees of different age categories will be motivated to follow food safety practices for different reasons. For example, because Generation Y and New
Millennials place more emphasis on personal experience, it is necessary to relate the need to follow proper food safety practices to their experiences and to ensure they understand how the role they play is vital to the organization in developing and maintaining a culture of food safety. Conversely, employees in the Baby Boomer generation like to obtain results and are likely to follow proper practices because it is a workplace expectation.
While recognizing these differences, it is important that managers provide a consistent and united food safety message and hold employees accountable for food safety practices. Without this diligence, a food safety catastrophe (outbreak) could occur.
